Fixing the Transmission:  The New Mooreans
Ram Neta

Abstract:  G.E. Moore thought that he could prove the existence of external things as follows:  ‘Here is one hand, and here is another, therefore there are external things.’  Many readers of this proof find it obviously unsatisfactory, but Moore’s Proof has recently been defended by Martin Davies and James Pryor.  According to Davies and Pryor, Moore’s Proof is capable of transmitting warrant from its premises to its conclusion, even though it is not capable of rationally overcoming doubts about its conclusion.  In this paper, I argue that Davies and Pryor have it exactly backwards:  Moore’s Proof is not capable of transmitting warrant from its premises to its conclusion, even though it is capable of rationally overcoming doubts about its conclusion.

Some of the things that now exist have both of the following two features:  first, they exist in space, and second, they can exist even if no one is conscious of them.  For instance, the planet Earth exists in space, and it can exist even if no one is conscious of it.  The Atlantic Ocean exists in space, and it can exist even if no one is conscious of it.  Following G.E. Moore, let’s use the term ‘external things’ to denote all such things – things that exist in space, and that can exist even if no one is conscious of them.  Using this terminology, we may say, then, that there now exist some external things.  The planet Earth, the Atlantic Ocean, and human hands are among the many external things that now exist.

Not only do some external things exist, but moreover, we know that some external things exist.  For instance, we know that the planet Earth exists, that the Atlantic Ocean exists, and that human hands exist.  And we know that all of these things are external things, and so some external things exist. 

We know it, but can we prove it?  Can we prove that there exist some external things?  Kant thought it was a scandal to philosophy that we could not prove it.  G.E. Moore attempted to remedy this scandal by proving that there are external things.  His proof goes as follows:

Here is one hand (he said, raising one of his hands).

Here is another hand (he said, raising the other hand).
If there are hands, then they are external things.

Therefore, there exist some external things.

Is this a successful proof of its conclusion?  It is commonly thought that Moore’s Proof is unsuccessful because it, in some sense, ‘begs the question’.  More specifically, it is thought, one cannot acquire knowledge of the conclusion of the proof by deducing it from the premises.  Even if one knows all of the premises to be true, and knows the conclusion to be true, still, one cannot acquire the latter bit of knowledge by means of deduction from the former bits of knowledge.  One’s knowledge of the premises does not ‘transmit’ across the proof to the conclusion; the proof thus suffers from what is called ‘transmission failure’.  Crispin Wright has been the most prominent contemporary proponent of this line of objection against Moore’s Proof.  In section I below, I will elaborate Wright’s objection to Moore’s Proof below.  (I will also then give a substantially more precise and accurate rendering of Wright’s objection than the one I just gave.)

But Wright’s objection to Moore’s Proof has not gone unanswered.  Recently, some philosophers have defended Moore’s Proof against Wright’s objection, and more generally against the common objection that one cannot come to know the conclusion of the proof by deducing it from the premises.  Moore’s Proof does not, according to these philosophers, suffer from the kind of ‘transmission failure’ that Wright takes it to suffer from.
  I will call these philosophers ‘the New Mooreans’, and in this paper I will focus on the work of the two most prominent New Mooreans:  Martin Davies and James Pryor.  These philosophers defend Moore’s Proof as a successful, knowledge-transmitting proof of its conclusion.  Its only epistemological shortcoming, according to them, is that the proof cannot rationally overcome doubts about the truth of its conclusion – it cannot provide someone who doubts its conclusion with a reason to stop doubting.  In section II below, I will examine their defense of Moore’s Proof in some detail.  (And again, I will also then give a substantially more precise and accurate rendering of their response to Wright than the one I just gave.)

Finally, after presenting the dispute between Wright and the New Mooreans, I will argue for the following two claims:
(1) The only objection that the New Mooreans offer to Wright’s epistemological views is no more or less powerful than an analogous objection that can be offered against the epistemological views of the New Mooreans themselves.  If the objection works against Wright, the analogous objection works just as well against the New Mooreans.  And if it doesn’t work against Wright, then we have been given no good reason to prefer the New Moorean view.  (I will argue for this in section III below.)
(2) As an interpretation of Moore, the New Mooreans have it exactly backwards.  As Moore himself sees it, his Proof does not transmit knowledge from premises to conclusion, but does rationally overcome doubts.  Its epistemological usefulness consists in the latter.  (I will argue for this in section IV below.)
In short, I will argue that G.E. Moore would, and should, reject the gifts that the New Mooreans have offered him.
I.  Wright:  We cannot know the conclusion of Moore’s Proof by deducing it from the premises

It is widely believed that Moore’s Proof ‘begs the question’.  But in precisely what sense does Moore’s Proof ‘beg the question’?  Barry Stroud attempts to show how difficult it is to answer this question
, by appealing to the following analogous example suggested by Moore.
  Suppose you ask a proof-reader to read over a page of printed material in order to see whether or not there are any typographical errors on that page.  The proof-reader reads over the page and says ‘yes, there are typos on this page’.  You might ask her to prove that there are typos on the page, and she proves it as follows:  
Here is one typo (she says, pointing to a typo on the page)

And here is another typo (she says, pointing to another typo on the page)

Therefore, there are some typos on the page.

Now, there doesn’t seem to be anything wrong with this ‘proof’ that there are typos on the page.  If the premises are known to be true, then, it seems, the proof provides knowledge of the truth of its conclusion.  Why, then, isn’t Moore’s Proof of the existence of external things just as good as the proof-reader’s proof of the existence of typos on the page?  Despite his sense that there is something seriously wrong with Moore’s Proof, Stroud admits that it is not easy to answer this last question:  it is not easy to specify exactly how Moore’s Proof ‘begs the question’ in a way that the proof-reader’s proof does not.  
But one way of understanding Crispin Wright’s recent work on Moore’s Proof is that it does just this:  it attempts to specify exactly how Moore’s Proof ‘begs the question’.  That’s not quite the way Wright puts it:  Wright describes himself as attempting to explain why Moore’s Proof is not ‘cogent’.  But what does Wright mean when he speaks of a proof or inference, as being ‘cogent’?  Let’s first consider some examples of inferences that are cogent, then some examples of inferences that are not cogent, and then examine Wright’s definition of cogency.  
Note that throughout the following discussion, we will be using the term ‘inference’ to describe a type of act:  an act of inferring a conclusion with a specified content from premises with specified contents.  This is a type of act, and the type has many possible tokens.  To say that an inference is cogent (or not) is to say that an act of that type is cogent (or not), but whether a token act of that type is cogent (or not) depends upon the situation in which that token act is performed.  So, when we speak of a type of inference being cogent (or not), we will mean that, in at least many easily imaginable situations, acts of that type are cogent (or not).  Thus, one and the same type of inference will be cogent relative to some situations, and not cogent relative to others.
So first, some examples of inferences that Wright regards as cogent:

Toadstool:

I. Three hours ago, Jones inadvertently consumed a large risotto of Boletus Satana.

II. Jones has absorbed a lethal quantity of the toxins that toadstools contain.

III. Jones will shortly die.

Betrothal:

I. Jones has just proposed marriage to a girl who would love to be his wife.

II. Jones’ proposal of marriage will be accepted.

III. Jones will become engaged at some time in his life.

In each of the two inferences above, Toadstool and Betrothal, if one knows II to be true on the basis of the evidence stated in I, then one can – at least in many easily imaginable situations – acquire knowledge that III is true by deducing III from II.  Of course, there are situations in which having the evidence stated in I will not give someone knowledge that II is true.  (For instance, suppose that one has the evidence stated in I, but also has strong reasons to distrust the source of that very evidence.  In such a situation, having the evidence stated in I would generally not suffice to give one knowledge that II is true.)  But in many easily imaginable situations, one will be able to know that II is true by virtue of no more evidence than what is stated in I.  Relative to those latter situations, then, Wright says, Toadstool and Betrothal are both cogent inferences.


Now here are some examples of inferences that Wright regards as not cogent:

Soccer:

I. Jones has just kicked the ball between the white posts.

II. Jones has just scored a goal.

III. A game of soccer is taking place.

Election:

I. Jones has just placed an X on a ballot paper.

II. Jones has just voted.

III. An election is taking place.

In each of these last two inferences, Soccer and Election, if one knows II to be true on the basis of the evidence stated in I, then one cannot – at least in many easily imaginable situations – acquire knowledge that III is true by deducing III from II.  In those situations, the evidence stated in I can furnish one with knowledge that II is true only if one has knowledge – independently of I – that III is true.  Relative to those same situations, Wright says, Soccer and Election are not cogent inferences.
Now, what does any of this have to do with Moore’s Proof?  According to Wright, Moore’s Proof has an epistemological structure that is not fully explicit in the way the Proof is written above.  If we follow Wright in making explicit this epistemological feature of Moore’s Proof explicit, and we suppress the premise that hands are external things, then here’s how Moore’s Proof ends up looking:
Moore:

I. It perceptually appears to me as if here are two hands.

II. Here are two hands.

III. There are external things.

The two premises ‘here is one hand’ and ‘here is another’ that Moore gives when explicitly stating his Proof are conjoined to form II of this last inference.  And I states the evidence on the basis of which Moore knows II to be true.  So Wright’s question is this:  if Moore knows II to be true on the basis of the evidence stated in I, then can Moore, in the situation in which he finds himself in presenting his Proof, acquire knowledge that III is true by deducing III from II?  Relative to that situation, is Moore’s Proof cogent, like Toadstool and Betrothal typically are?  Or is it rather not cogent, like Soccer and Election typically are?  


According to Wright, Moore’s Proof is not cogent, at least not in the situation in which Moore finds himself.  It falls into the same category that Soccer and Election would fall into in most situations, in that the evidence stated in I can furnish one with knowledge that II is true only if one has knowledge – independently of the evidence stated in I – that III is true.  Therefore, Wright concludes, Moore cannot acquire knowledge that III is true by deducing III from II.  Since one must have independent knowledge that III is true in order to know that II is true on the basis of I, one cannot acquire the knowledge that III is true by deducing it from II, if one knows that II is true only on the basis of I.  For Wright, then, Moore’s Proof – unlike Toadstool and Betrothal – is not cogent.  But the proof-reader’s proof is typically cogent:  one can typically come to know that there are typos on the page by inferring it from the premises that here is one typo and here is another.  This is how Wright can distinguish Moore’s Proof that there are external things from the proof-reader’s proof that there are typos on the page.  

So far, I have characterized Wright’s account of cogency in terms of knowledge-transmission.  But it is not quite accurate to attribute this characterization of cogency to Wright, for although this characterization is similar to the characterization that Wright himself explicitly offers, it is not identical to the latter.  Wright’s own explicit characterization of cogency is in terms of epistemic properties other than knowledge, e.g., warrant, or rational conviction.  For instance, Wright explicitly defines a ‘cogent’ argument, or inference, as follows:
‘a cogent argument is one whereby someone could be moved to rational conviction of – or the rational overcoming of some doubt about – the truth of its conclusion.’  (Wright 2002, 332.)

Given that Wright characterizes cogency in terms of the generation of rational conviction, why have I been describing cogency in terms of the transmission of knowledge?  My decision was dictated by the fact that Moore himself is concerned with knowledge.  Moore claims to know the premises of his proof, and to know the conclusion of his proof; Moore never explicitly talks about rational conviction.  This is why I have been focusing, so far, on the issue of whether or not Moore’s Proof transmits knowledge.  

But, while this issue of knowledge transmission is not identical to the issue that Wright and the New Mooreans are explicitly arguing about, it is related to the latter.  That’s because the transmission of knowledge is related to the transmission of some other epistemic properties, such as rational conviction.  When we speak of knowledge being transmitted from premises to conclusion, what we mean is that one knows the conclusion by deducing it from the premises (which one knows to be true).  But knowing that T1 is true by deducing it from T2 involves at least this much:  one’s knowledge that T2 is true provides one with what is, in fact, a good reason to believe T1 – and this reason is good enough that (at least under the circumstances) it renders one’s conviction in T1 rational.  Wright and Davies say that a belief or conviction is ‘warranted’ when it is held rationally, i.e., on the basis of reasons that are good enough to render it rational.  Pryor says that such a belief or conviction is ‘doxastically justified’.  To know that p requires that one have a rational conviction that p.  In Wright’s and Davies’ terminology, it requires that one have the warranted conviction that p.  (According to Wright 2004, this conviction need not be a belief – it may be some other species of acceptance of a proposition.)  In Pryor’s terminology, it requires that one have the doxastically justified belief that p.  Henceforth, I shall stick with Pryor’s terminology, only because it is closer to being standard.  Thus, I shall say that the transmission of knowledge always involves a transmission of doxastically justified belief from premises to conclusion.  A necessary condition of having knowledge is having doxastically justified belief, and a necessary condition of an inference’s transmitting knowledge is its transmitting doxastically justified belief.  The transmission of doxastically justified belief is, however, not a sufficient condition for transmitting knowledge, since, for example, doxastically justified belief could be transmitted from premises to conclusion even when the conclusion is false, and so even when knowledge is not transmitted.

But a necessary condition of having doxastically justified belief is having what’s often called ‘propositional justification’ to believe something – whether or not one believes it.  And a necessary condition of an inference’s transmitting doxastically justified belief is its transmitting propositional justification from premises to conclusion.  Now what is it to have ‘propositional justification’ to believe something?  To illustrate, suppose that you justifiably believe all of the premises of Toadstool to be true, and you do not believe, or have the slightest reason to believe, anything that makes those premises unlikely to be true.  In that case, you have a very strong justification for believing that Jones will shortly die.  But you might not actually form the belief that Jones will shortly die.  You might simply stop short of drawing that conclusion.  In that case, while you have a good justification for believing that Jones will shortly die, you do not have a rational belief that Jones will shortly die, because you do not have any belief that Jones will shortly die.  In such a case, although you lack the belief that Jones will shortly die, you nonetheless have ‘propositional justification’ for believing that Jones will shortly die:  you have very good reason, all things considered, to believe it.  This is a case in which an inference transmits propositional justification from the premises to the conclusion, even though one doesn’t have a doxastically justified belief that the conclusion is true, because one happens not to believe the conclusion.  Transmitting propositional justification is a necessary condition for transmitting doxastically justified belief, which is in turn a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for transmitting knowledge.  This distinction between propositional justification to believe and doxastically justified belief will become important below, when we articulate the New Moorean critique of Wright.  

Wright himself does not explicitly talk about propositional justification, but he is not committed to anything that conflicts with the claims I have just made concerning the relations between knowledge, doxastic justification, and propositional justification.  Wright would want to distinguish propositional and doxastic justification that are provided by evidence from propositional and doxastic justification that are provided by something other than evidence, and the latter are what he would call ‘entitlement’.  Some philosophers would reject Wright’s claim that there are entitlements, i.e., forms of justification provided by something non-evidential.  But we needn’t enter into this dispute now.  
According to Wright, cogency is what Toadstool, Betrothal, and the proof-reader’s proof all supposedly possess, and what Soccer, Election, and Moore’s Proof all supposedly lack.  But notice that as Wright defines a ‘cogent’ argument, or inference, it is one that satisfies either of two conditions:  first, it is one whereby someone could be moved to rational conviction of – or, as we’ve said, doxastically justified belief in – the truth of its conclusion.  To be moved to rational conviction of the truth of its conclusion requires being given a reason to accept the truth of its conclusion, where this reason is a reason that one didn’t already have, before going through the proof.  And second, a ‘cogent’ argument is one whereby someone could be moved to rational overcoming of some doubt about the truth of its conclusion.  That is, in going through the proof, one acquires a reason, perhaps a compelling reason, to suspend whatever actual doubt (rational or irrational) one might initially have had about the truth of the conclusion.  
Now, it might naively seem as though any argument, or inference, that satisfies either of these conditions will satisfy the other condition as well.  But the New Mooreans disagree.  According to them, an argument can satisfy the former condition (i.e., being one whereby someone could be moved to doxastically justified belief in the truth of its conclusion) without satisfying the second condition (i.e., being one whereby someone could be moved to rational overcoming of some doubt about the truth of its conclusion).  Indeed, they will say that this is precisely what’s going on in the case of Moore’s Proof:  it passes one of Wright’s cogency tests, but not the other.  According to the New Mooreans, this renders Moore’s Proof a good argument in one way, but not in another.  It’s important to distinguish these two ways in which an argument can be good, so that we can understand precisely what Moore’s Proof does and does not accomplish.  The next section will elaborate these claims.
II.  The New Mooreans:  We can know the conclusion of Moore’s Proof by deducing it from the premises
The main thesis of the New Mooreans is that Moore’s Proof does not suffer from the defect that Wright calls ‘transmission failure’, although it suffers from another defect that Davies, though not Pryor, regards as a distinct kind of ‘transmission failure’.  According to the New Mooreans, one can know (and have a doxastic and propositional justification to believe) the conclusion by deducing it from the premises.  Unlike Soccer or Election, Moore’s Proof transmits knowledge, doxastically justified belief, and propositional justification to believe, just as well as Toadstool or Betrothal or the proof-reader’s proof does.  But it does this by satisfying only one of Wright’s two criteria for cogency:  it is one whereby someone could be moved to rational belief or conviction that the conclusion is true, but it is not one whereby someone could be rationally moved to overcome doubts about the truth of the conclusion.  Pryor elaborates on this point by distinguishing five types of epistemic dependence that premises of an argument can have on the conclusion of that argument, among which five are the following two:
‘Type 4.  Another type of dependence between premise and conclusion is that the conclusion be such that evidence against it would (to at least some degree) undermine the kind of justification you purport to have for the premises.  Moore’s argument clearly does exhibit this type of dependence.  So long as we maintain the assumption that hands are external objects, any evidence that there is no external world will (to some degree) undermine Moore’s perceptual justification for believing he has hands.


‘But is this type of dependence, in itself, a bad thing?


‘That’s a difficult question, because many arguments that exhibit it will also exhibit a further type of epistemic dependence.


‘Type 5.  We have this type of dependence when having justification to believe the conclusion is among the conditions that make you have the justification you purport to have for the premise.  That is, whenever you need antecedent justification to believe the conclusion, as condition for having that justification for the premise.
Type 5 dependence does clearly seem to be an epistemic vice.’  (Pryor 2004, 359)
After distinguishing Type 5 dependence from Type 4 dependence, Pryor goes on to argue that it’s possible for an argument to exhibit Type 4 dependence without exhibiting Type 5 dependence, and that such arguments (those that exhibit Type 4 dependence but not Type 5 dependence) may transmit propositional justification – and even rational belief or conviction – from their premises to their conclusion.  If Pryor can establish this conclusion, then he can shift a burden of argument onto Wright:  in order to make his case that Moore’s Proof does not transmit rational belief or conviction, Wright must argue that Moore’s Proof is not a case in which there is Type 4 but not Type 5 dependence.  And this is not something that Wright argues.  So Pryor would then have shown at least that Wright has not shown that Moore’s Proof suffers from transmission failure.


Pryor would have shown this, if he had shown that some arguments exhibit Type 4 but not Type 5 dependence.  But has he shown that some arguments exhibit Type 4 but not Type 5 dependence?  His only explicit argument for this conclusion proceeds by considering the following example, and a couple others very similar to it:  

‘Your introspective beliefs about what sensations you’re having are fallible.  You can be primed to expect sensations of cold and actually be given sensations of heat.  In such cases you’ll believe that you’re having sensations you’re not having.  So the hypothesis that you’re making a priming mistake looks like an underminer for your introspective justification for believing you feel cold.  Evidence that you are making a priming mistake looks like an underminer for your introspective justification for believing you feel cold.  Evidence that you are making a priming mistake ought to diminish the credibility of your introspective belief by at least some degree.  At the same time, it’s not plausible that your justification to believing you’re having a given sensation requires you to have antecedent justification to believe you’re not making any priming mistakes.  Sophisticated subjects may know that they’re reliable about their sensations.  But I think you can have justified beliefs about your sensations long before attaining that degree of epistemic sophistication.  So the hypothesis that you’re making a priming mistake is not one you need antecedent justification to rule out.


‘Suppose that’s all correct.  Now consider a case where you genuinely have a cold sensation, are aware of having it, and you believe you have it.  On the basis of your introspective awareness of your sensation, you judge that you’re really having the sensation you think you’re having, so you’re not making a priming mistake right now.


‘That piece of reasoning seems to exhibit Type 4 dependence, without exhibiting Type 5.  It also sounds to me like an epistemologically respectable piece of reasoning.  …

‘… I think yes, there can be arguments that exhibit Type 4 dependence without exhibiting Type 5.  …I also think such arguments can be epistemologically respectable.  I hope the reasoning I just described gives a useful example…’  (Pryor 2004, 360 – 1)

So the epistemologically respectable argument that’s supposed to exhibit Type 4 dependence but not Type 5 dependence is this:

(a) I am introspectively aware that I’m having a cold sensation now.

(b) I am having a cold sensation now.

(c) Therefore, I’m not making a priming mistake right now.

The conclusion (c) is such that evidence against it would undermine (to at least some degree) the kind of propositional justification that I have for believing the premises.  So clearly, this argument does exhibit Type 4 dependence.  Why doesn’t it exhibit Type 5 dependence?  Because – according to Pryor – whatever it is that makes me have propositional justification for believing (c) is not among the conditions that make me have propositional justification for believing (a) and (b).  

Now, why should we accept this last claim?  Consider the following hypothesis about what it is that makes me have propositional justification for believing (c):  what makes me have such justification is simply my introspective awareness of my cold sensation.  (We can add that this introspective awareness suffices to make me have such justification only if there are no defeaters for the justification.  Also, my having this justification for believing (c) does not require that I actually believe (c), or that I even have all of the concepts necessary to believe (c), e.g., the concept priming mistake.  One can have a justification to believe a proposition even if one doesn’t, or can’t, actually believe that proposition.)  If my introspective awareness of my cold sensation is what makes me have propositional justification for believing (c), then what makes me have such justification is – on at least some plausible views of the matter – precisely that very condition that makes me have propositional justification for believing the premises.  A fortiori, my having justification for believing (c) is, in that case, among the conditions that makes me have propositional justification for believing the premises.  In that case, the argument above would exhibit precisely what Pryor defines as Type 5 dependence.  
So, for the example above to do the argumentative work that Pryor wants it to do, we need to know why we should believe that what makes me propositionally justified in believing the conclusion is not precisely the same thing that makes me propositionally justified in believing the premises.  But Pryor never tells us why we should believe this.  Pryor’s case for the possibility of an argument that exhibits Type 4 but not Type 5 dependence is therefore crucially incomplete.  Perhaps it is possible for an argument to exhibit Type 4 but not Type 5 dependence, but perhaps it is not possible:  we’re not yet in a position to say which, at least not on the basis of anything Pryor shows us about this example, or the other examples like it that he cites.
Consideration of the introspection argument has not yet given us any good reason either to accept or to reject the possibility that an argument can suffer from Type 4 but not Type 5 dependence.  But might there be another reason to accept that this is possible?  And indeed, might there be another reason to accept that this possibility is realized in the case of Moore’s Proof?  Pryor would say that there is another reason to accept that this possibility is realized in the case of Moore’s Proof:  namely, it is a consequence of Pryor’s own view of perceptual justification (a view that Pryor calls “dogmatism”) that Moore’s Proof exhibits Type 4 but not Type 5 dependence, and so whatever reason there is to accept Pryor’s dogmatist view of perceptual justification also provides us with a reason to accept that Moore’s Proof exhibits Type 4 but not Type 5 dependence.  According to Pryor’s dogmatist view of perceptual justification, having a perceptual experience that has the propositional content p constitutes a prima facie defeasible propositional justification for the experiencer to believe that p, and, by closure, constitutes a prima facie defeasible propositional justification for the experiencer to believe anything that she knows to follow from p.  Thus, having a perceptual experience that has the propositional content I have two hands constitutes a prima facie defeasible propositional justification for me to believe that I have two hands, and, by closure, constitutes a prima facie defeasible propositional justification for me to believe that there are external things.  In order to have all-things-considered propositional justification to believe that I have two hands, I do not need to have any distinct justification to believe that there are external things, though it is necessary that there be nothing to defeat the prima facie justification provided by my experience.  It is a consequence of dogmatism, then, that Moore’s Proof exhibits Type 4 but not Type 5 dependence.

But what reason is there to accept Pryor’s dogmatist view of perceptual justification, rather than Wright’s non-dogmatist view of perceptual justification?  Pryor 2000 tells us that the dogmatist view is intuitively plausible, but – even granting both that this is true and that it is a reason to accept the dogmatist view
 – why isn’t Wright’s non-dogmatist view of perceptual justification equally intuitively plausible?
Davies 2004 suggests an answer to this question.
  According to Davies, Wright’s own view of perceptual justification conflicts with some of our ordinary thinking concerning the generation and transmission of evidentially-based doxastic justification, and this conflict with ordinary epistemic thinking is avoided by a dogmatist view of perceptual justification.
  If we hold a dogmatist view, we can then account for the apparently questionable character of the Proof by claiming that – even though it does transmit evidentially-based doxastic justification – it cannot rationally overcome doubts about the truth of its conclusion.  That is the New Moorean account of Moore’s Proof.
So at what point does Wright’s own view supposedly conflict with our ordinary thinking concerning the transmission of doxastic justification?  Consider Moore’s Proof again.  According to Wright’s own view, we have a non-evidential entitlement to accept the conclusion of the Proof, and it is, inter alia, our possession of this entitlement that enables us to have evidentially-based doxastically justified beliefs in the premises.  Our beliefs in the premises (what Wright calls ‘II’ in his reconstruction of Moore’s Proof) are doxastically justified by the evidence of our senses – but this sensory evidence succeeds in justifying our beliefs in the premises of the Proof only if, and only because, we have a non-evidential entitlement to accept the conclusion of the Proof.  It’s only because he is non-evidentially entitled to accept the existence of external things that Moore’s sensory evidence can provide him with evidentially-based doxastically justified beliefs that here are hands.  Now, suppose that Wright is correct about all of this.  In that case, Moore might start with a non-evidential entitlement to accept that there are external things, then subsequently gain some sensory evidence for the existence of his two hands, and thereby acquire doxastically justified beliefs that here are hands.  But suppose he has these doxastically justified beliefs, and then he notices that it follows from them that there are external things.  Can he not then deduce the latter from the former, and thereby acquire evidentially-based doxastically justified belief, that there are external things?  It seems that Moore ought to be able to do so:  after all, he just deduced the conclusion from premises, and he has an evidentially-based doxastically justified belief in each of those premises.  Shouldn’t such evidentially-based doxastic justification be transmitted to the conclusion across this deductive inference?  

Wright faces a choice here:  he can either deny that such evidentially-based doxastic justification is transmitted to the conclusion across this deductive inference, or else he can allow that, by means of nothing more than deductive inference, we can convert a non-evidential entitlement to accept that there are external things into an evidentially-based doxastically justified belief that there are external things.  Wright takes the former option, but Davies regards both of these two options as in conflict with our ordinary thinking concerning the generation and transmission of evidentially-based doxastic justification.  Thus, he thinks, Wright’s view of perceptual justification faces a dilemma, both horns of which are unappealing. 
Davies thinks we can give a better account of Moore’s Proof, an account that avoids this dilemma.  The account that Davies has in mind is a dogmatist account according to which Moore’s Proof suffers from Type 4 but not Type 5 dependence.  When, on the basis of his sensory evidence, Moore acquires evidentially-based doxastically justified beliefs about his hands, and then he deduces that there are external things, he thereby acquires an evidentially-based doxastically justified belief that there are external things.  No non-evidential entitlement to accept the existence of external things need have been involved in Moore’s gaining evidentially-based doxastically justified beliefs about his hands, so there is no problem of converting non-evidential entitlement into evidentially-based doxastic justification by the mere act of deductive inference.  So, on this view, Moore’s Proof does not suffer from Type 5 dependence.  It may still suffer from Type 4 dependence, of course – indeed, if dogmatism is true then it will suffer from Type 4 dependence – but it can do so without suffering from Type 5 dependence.
According to this New Moorean view, although Moore’s Proof transmits knowledge, evidentially-based doxastic justification, and propositional justification, it cannot rationally overcome doubts about its conclusion.  Why can’t it rationally overcome doubts about the truth of its conclusion?  Because, according to Pryor and Davies, such doubts – whether rational or irrational – would render the doubter doxastically unjustified in accepting the premises.  And so the doubter cannot employ the arguments to transmit doxastically justified belief from the premises to the conclusion, because the doubter has no doxastically justified belief (in the premises) to transmit.  Of course, the doubter might actually believe the premises, and she might even have propositional justification to believe the premises.  Indeed, she might also perform the inference and, as a result, believe the conclusion, and have propositional justification to believe the conclusion.  But so long as she has – or even entertains – doubts concerning the conclusion of the argument, she cannot rationally believe the premises, and so she cannot have a doxastically justified belief in the premises.  And so the argument cannot transmit doxastically justified belief to the conclusion, since in such a case there’s no doxastically justified belief in the premises to begin with.


Both Davies and Pryor take this inability to rationally overcome doubts to be the source of the apparent problem with Moore’s Proof.
  In section III, I will argue that the dogmatist epistemology that leads them to this view of Moore’s Proof faces a dilemma very similar to the dilemma faced by Wright’s epistemology.  Then in section IV, I will show that Moore’s own epistemological view was inconsistent with dogmatism, and with the New Moorean reading of Moore’s Proof.  The New Mooreans have it exactly backwards, in fact, since Moore thought that his Proof could not transmit knowledge or justification, but could rationally overcome doubts about its conclusion.
III.  Is there Reason to Prefer the Dogmatist View of Perceptual Justification to Wright’s Non-Dogmatist View of Perceptual Justification?

According to Davies, Wright’s view faces the following dilemma:  either Wright has to deny that evidentially-based doxastic justification is closed under known entailment (which he does), or else he has to allow that by means of nothing more than a deductive inference from a type-II proposition that one is evidentially justified in believing, one can convert a non-evidential entitlement to accept a type-III proposition into an evidentially-based doxastic justification for believing a type-III proposition.  Each option, Davies claims, conflicts without our ordinary thinking about doxastic justification, but a dogmatist does not have to grant either of these two options, and so this is a point in favor of dogmatism over Wright’s own non-dogmatist view of perceptual justification.  

Of course, there may be non-dogmatist views of perceptual justification that allow that Moore’s Proof suffers from Type 4 but not Type 5 dependence, but the New Mooreans do not explicitly advocate such views.  The question before us now is whether there is a reason to claim that Moore’s Proof suffers from Type 4 but not Type 5 dependence, and the answer that we’re presently considering on behalf of the New Mooreans is as follows:  there is a reason to claim that Moore’s Proof suffers from Type 4 but not Type 5 dependence, which is that this claim follows from dogmatism, and we should accept dogmatism because, unlike Wright’s view, it avoids having to choose between the horns of an uncomfortable dilemma.  
One problem with this dilemma argument against Wright’s view is that dogmatism itself faces a dilemma that is analogous to – and no less serious than – the dilemma faced by Wright’s own non-dogmatist account of perceptual justification.
  So either Davies’ argument does not present a serious problem for Wright’s view, or else an analogous argument presents an equally serious problem for dogmatism.  
Here’s the dilemma for dogmatism.  According to the dogmatist, Moore’s epistemic situation is the following.  He has some fallible perceptual evidence for the proposition that he has two hands – let’s say that it perceptually appears to him that he has two hands.  And, on the basis of this perceptual appearance, he believes that he has two hands.  Since (we may suppose) there are no defeaters, he has propositional justification to believe that he has two hands, and his belief enjoys evidentially-based doxastic justification, and he knows that he has two hands.  But Moore also has propositional justification to believe that it perceptually appears to him as if he has two hands:  the perceptual appearance itself provides him with such propositional justification.  Now suppose, plausibly enough, that Moore believes that it perceptually appears to him as if he has two hands, and he believes this on the basis of the appearance, and there are no defeaters.  In that case, Moore once again has an evidentially-based doxastically justified belief that it perceptually appears to him as if he has two hands, and he knows that it perceptually appears to him as if he has two hands.  So Moore, we may suppose, has the following two evidentially-based doxastically justified beliefs:  he has two hands, and it perceptually appears to him as if he has two hands.  But from these two premises, he can deduce, and therefore (assuming closure of evidentially-based doxastic justification) have an evidentially-based doxastically justified belief, that his perceptual appearance is, in this case, not misleading.  
But how could Moore have an evidentially-based doxastically justified belief that his perceptual appearance is, in this case, not misleading, if the only evidence that he has in favor of that proposition is the fallible perceptual appearance itself?  It seems that the dogmatist faces a dilemma here:  either he has to deny that evidentially-based doxastic justification is closed under known entailment, or else he has to allow that by means of nothing more than deductive inference from beliefs that one holds on the basis of a bit of perceptual evidence, one can acquire an evidentially-based doxastically justified belief that that very bit of perceptual evidence is, in this case, not misleading.  Dogmatists would opt for the latter of the two horns of this dilemma, but why is this dilemma any easier for the dogmatist to handle than the analogous dilemma is for Wright to handle?  
In order to review, let’s compare the two dilemmas side by side.  Here’s the dilemma that Wright faces:  either Wright has to deny that evidentially-based doxastic justification is closed under known entailment, or else he has to allow that by means of nothing more than a deductive inference from a type-II proposition that one is evidentially justified in believing, one can convert a non-evidential entitlement to accept a type-III proposition into an evidentially-based doxastic justification for believing a type-III proposition.  

Now, here’s the dilemma that dogmatists face:  either they have to deny that evidentially-based doxastic justification is closed under known entailment, or they have to allow that by means of nothing more than deductive inference from a type-II proposition that one is evidentially justified in believing and another proposition that one is introspectively justified in believing, one can convert one’s trust in a bit of fallible perceptual evidence into an evidentially-based doxastically justified belief that that very bit of fallible perceptual evidence is, in this case, not misleading.
Each dilemma involves one horn that denies closure, and another horn that seemingly generates evidentially-based doxastic justification miraculously, by means of some ‘epistemic alchemy’.
  Wright accepts the former horn of his dilemma, and the dogmatist accepts the latter horn of her dilemma.  But if the very fact that Wright faces the first dilemma is (as Davies suggests) a reason to resist Wright’s account of perceptual justification, then why isn’t the very fact that dogmatists face the second dilemma a reason to resist their dogmatist account of perceptual justification?  And if neither dilemma operates as an objection to the view that faces it, then we still have seen no reason to prefer the dogmatist view of perceptual justification to Wright’s non-dogmatist view.  And in that case, we still have seen no reason to accept the view that Moore’s Proof does not suffer from Type 5 dependence.  It’s still possible, of course, that Moore’s Proof does not suffer from Type 5 dependence, but we haven’t yet been given any more reason to accept this claim than to reject it.
Of course, if we must choose either Wright’s view of perceptual justification or the dogmatist view of perceptual justification, then perhaps we have no choice but to settle for facing one or the other of the two dilemmas stated above, and we will have to settle for whichever dilemma we find less discomfiting.  But, as I will argue in the next section, this is not a choice that we must make.  Moore himself would have rejected this choice, for he would have rejected both Wright’s view and the dogmatist view of perceptual justification.  
IV.  The Views of the New Mooreans are Inconsistent with Moore’s own Views


According to the New Mooreans, the reason that Moore’s Proof appears to be epistemically defective is not that it suffers from the kind of defect that Wright calls ‘transmission-failure’.  Moore’s Proof transmits knowledge, doxastically justified belief, and propositional justification to believe – at least it does so for anyone who does not have, and is not entertaining, skeptical doubts.  The reason that the Proof may appear to suffer from what Wright calls ‘transmission-failure’ is that it cannot provide an adequate rationale to overcome actual, or even hypothetical, doubts as to whether or not the conclusion is true.  It cannot be used to provide a rationale to overcome such actual or hypothetical doubts, because the very existence of such doubts would rob the doubter of doxastically justified belief in the premises, and so the doubter could not employ the Proof to achieve doxastically justified belief in the conclusion.

Now, is this how Moore viewed his Proof?  No.  For one thing, it is reasonably clear that Moore thought that his Proof did rationally overcome actual and hypothetical doubts about its conclusion.  Although he does not say this explicitly, he does say the following shortly after offering his Proof:
‘My proof, then, of the existence of things outside of us did satisfy three of the conditions necessary for a rigorous proof.  …I do want to emphasize that, so far as I can see, we all of us do constantly take proofs of this sort as absolutely conclusive proofs of certain conclusions – as finally settling questions, as to which we were previously in doubt.  Suppose, for instance, it were a question whether there were as many as three misprints on a certain page in a certain book.  A says there are, B is inclined to doubt it.  How could A prove that he is right?  Surely he could prove it by taking the book, turning to the page, and pointing to three separate places on it, saying ‘There’s one misprint here, another here, and another here’; surely that is a method by which it might be proved!’  (Moore 1993b, 167; emphasis added.)

While Moore does not explicitly say here that his Proof rationally overcomes doubts about its conclusion, the text above strongly suggests that he takes his Proof to rationally overcome doubts, in just the same way that the proof-reader’s proof does so.  If he did not take his Proof to rationally overcome doubts about its conclusion, then it is not clear what point there would be to his writing the paragraph quoted above.  (Nothing that comes further on in Moore’s text helps to make it clear what point there would then be.)  Indeed, if he did not take his Proof to rationally overcome doubts about its conclusion, then it is not clear what he could have taken his Proof to accomplish.  


If Moore takes his Proof to rationally overcome doubt about its conclusion, then mustn’t he also think that his Proof provides us with knowledge of the truth of its conclusion, and so does not suffer from transmission-failure?  No.  As I will argue in the remainder of this section, there are strong textual grounds for understanding Moore as thinking of his Proof not as providing us with knowledge of the truth of its conclusion, but rather as displaying our knowledge of the truth of the conclusion – knowledge that we already had prior to the Proof.  The Proof itself does not in any way enhance our epistemic status concerning the existence of external things, even though the conclusion of the Proof is about external things.  Rather, Moore’s act of giving the Proof enhances our epistemic status concerning our knowledge of the existence of external things, even though the conclusion of the Proof is not about our knowledge.  
On Moore’s own view, his Proof does suffer from transmission-failure:  we could not so much as have propositional justification to believe the premises – let alone knowledge of the truth of the premises – unless we had knowledge of the truth of the conclusion.  But that doesn’t make it pointless for Moore to give the Proof:  Moore’s goal in giving the Proof is not to give us knowledge of the existence of external things, but rather to display our knowledge of the existence of external things, and thereby to give us knowledge that we already have knowledge of the existence of external things.  Just as I might ride a bicycle in order to display the knowledge that I already possess of how to ride a bicycle, or point to Jones in order to display the knowledge that I already possess of who Jones is, or tell someone the time in order to display the knowledge that I already have of what time it is, Moore gives his Proof in order to display the knowledge that he already has of the existence of external things. 

It is not entirely straightforward to defend these attributions to Moore, since Moore’s terminology is so different from the terminology that we, following Pryor and other contemporaries, have been using.  But I will mount some defense of these attributions below.

But before arguing for this interpretation of Moore, we must first deal with the following worry:  if we were in any doubt as to the truth of the conclusion of Moore’s Proof, then could we have already possessed knowledge of the truth of the conclusion?  Not according to the New Mooreans.  Such doubts are, according to them, precisely what render us incapable of knowledge, or of having doxastically justified belief in, the premises or the conclusion of the Proof.  
But, on this point, the New Moorean view is simply wrong.  In fact, I can know that p even while I doubt that p, so long as my doubt is unreasonable.  For instance, if a philosopher talks me into doubting whether or not the universe has existed for more than 5 minutes, it doesn’t follow that I no longer know that the universe has existed for more than 5 minutes.  I still know that I ate breakfast 3 hours ago, even if I harbor silly philosophically induced doubts concerning the reality of the past.  And if I know that I ate breakfast 3 hours ago, then I can also know that the universe has existed for more than 5 minutes.  My doubt is unreasonable, of course.  But it need not be what Pryor calls a ‘pathological’ doubt:  a doubt that I recognize to be unreasonable.  It could be a doubt that I don’t recognize to be unreasonable.  But still it does not destroy my belief, or my knowledge, that I ate breakfast 3 hours ago.  I can know that I ate breakfast, even when I also (unreasonably) doubt that the universe if more than 5 minutes old.  There is no problem for Moore, then, in admitting that his Proof rationally overcomes doubts about its conclusion by displaying our antecedent knowledge of the truth of that conclusion:  such doubts are perfectly compatible with our believing, and even knowing, the truth of that conclusion.
So the question that remains for us to answer is this:  did Moore think that his Proof could transmit justification from premises to conclusion?  Although Moore does not address the question in these terms, an examination of his general account of perceptual knowledge strongly suggests a negative answer to this question.  On Moore’s view, knowing that there are external things – or at least having learned that there are external things – is a necessary condition of knowing that here are two hands, so whatever epistemic properties the Proof might transmit, it cannot transmit knowledge.  In a 1941-2 entry in his notebooks, Moore says the following about what he takes to be a representative case of our empirical knowledge of perceptible objects:
‘[My knowledge that this is a dog is] not immediate, because I only know it because I have learned from past experience that things like this always have a substantial thickness and an inside.  If I only saw, felt, and remembered what I do at this moment, I shouldn’t know that it was a dog:  this knowledge is due to my having learned by experience how things generally behave… My grounds are generalizations which I’ve learned by past experience; and I don’t remember generalizations.  Having learned these things is having grounds …’  (Moore 1993a, 176)

For Moore, our empirical knowledge of such particular truths as that this is a dog or here is a hand requires our having learned various empirical generalizations to be true, including empirical generalizations to the effect that particular perceptible objects have ‘a substantial thickness and an inside.’  But only external things can have a thickness and an inside, for to have a thickness and an inside requires that something exist in space and have some portion that can exist without our being aware of it.
  
Moore’s analysis of such particular truths as that this is a dog or here is a hand puts some pressure on him to hold the view that our knowledge of such particular truths requires us to know some generalizations.  In his 1925 ‘A Defence of Common Sense’, Moore writes:  
‘the analysis of the proposition “This is a human hand” is, roughly at least, of the form “There is a thing, and only thing, of which it is true both that it is a human hand and that this surface is a part of its surface”.’
  (Moore 1993b, 129)  
If the latter existential claim is the analysis of ‘There is a human hand’, then our knowledge that this is a human hand requires us to know the truth of the existential claim.  On Moore’s view, you cannot know that this is a human hand unless you know that there are human hands.  Your knowledge that there are human hands is, for Moore, based on sensory evidence, just as is the knowledge that this is a human hand.  But no particular bit of sensory evidence, all by itself, gives us any particular bit of knowledge.  Rather, on Moore’s view, a whole lot of sensory evidence in tandem gives us a whole lot of empirical knowledge (of both particulars and of generalizations) at once.
  In this respect, Moore’s account of empirical knowledge is like the views defended in Rosenberg 2002 and Sosa 1997.

   It seems clear then, that Moore does not think that his Proof transmits knowledge:  one must know the conclusion in order to know the premises.  But knowledge-transmission is not what is most directly at issue between Wright and the New Mooreans.  They are chiefly concerned about whether the proof transmits doxastic justification.  Since Moore never uses any term that is clearly equivalent to ‘doxastic justification’, his view on this issue is not obvious.  But we get a hint from the following passages, taken from his 1905-6 article ‘The Nature and Reality of Objects of Perception’: 

‘a good reason for a belief is a proposition which would not be true unless the belief were also true’ (Moore 1968, 35)

‘[I]t is plain that if anyone ever believes what is false, he is believing something for which there is no good reason, in the sense in which I have explained, and for which, therefore, he cannot possibly have a good reason’ (Moore 1968, 37)

It seems that, for Moore, believing something for a good reason involves believing it for a reason that could not be true unless one’s belief is true.  Here’s a similarly infallibilist passage, though of narrower scope, from his 1941 lecture ‘Certainty’:

‘if a man at a given time is only dreaming that he is standing up, then it follows that he has not at that time the evidence of his senses in favor of that proposition…’  (Moore 1993b, 191)

These passages strongly suggest that Moore would have been an infallibilist about doxastic justification:  one cannot hold a belief on the basis of good reasons – i.e., what we would call a ‘doxastically justified’ belief – unless one’s reason for the belief is such that it could not be true unless the belief itself is true.
  But it’s not clear how such doxastically justified belief falls short of knowledge.  It involves a true belief held on the basis of infallible reasons.  Moore never says precisely what suffices for knowledge, so it is not clear that he would have regarded such a belief as sufficing for knowledge.  But it is also not clear what more he could have required for knowledge.  Perhaps Moore never used a phrase equivalent to ‘doxastically justification’ simply because he would not have taken there to be any difference between doxastic justification and knowledge.  In that case, then Moore would also have taken it to be a necessary condition of having a doxastically justified belief that here are two hands, that one have a doxastically justified belief that there are external things.


On Moore’s view, then, its merely seeming to you as if there are two hands before you does not suffice for you to have a good reason to believe that there are two hands before you.  To have a good reason to believe that there are two hands before you, you would need to have a lot of sensory evidence, and to have learned various generalizations.  (Of course, one cannot have learned these generalizations by inference from merely our knowledge of instances, since knowing the generalizations is required to know the instances in the first place.  One must get all this knowledge – of generalizations and of instances – as a package deal.)  No single bit of sensory evidence is an infallible indicator of there being two hands before you, but the totality of your evidence taken together must be such an infallible indicator, or else it cannot give you knowledge – or even good reason to believe – that there are two hands before you.  


So, while Moore’s text is not explicit on this last point, I think we can reasonably draw the following conclusions:  First, Moore pretty clearly would have thought that his Proof did not transmit knowledge from premises to conclusion:  one could not achieve knowledge of the conclusion solely on the basis of inferring the conclusion from antecedent knowledge of the premises.  And second, although it’s not clear whether Moore had any views about the property that we call ‘doxastic justification’, there are some textual grounds for thinking that he would not have thought that his Proof transmits that property from premises to conclusion either.  By Moore’s lights, his Proof is not intended to give us knowledge that we might not already have, but rather to display to us the knowledge that we already have, and thereby to rationally overcome our doubts, i.e., to give those of us who happen to doubt the existence of the external world a reason to stop doubting.


Works Cited
Alston, William.  1986.  ‘Epistemic Circularity.’  Philosophy and Phenomenological Research  47:  1 – 30.
Bergmann, Michael.  2004.  ‘Epistemic Circularity:  Malignant and Benign.’  Philosophy and Phenomenological Research  69:  709 – 27.
Davies, Martin.  2003.  ‘Armchair Knowledge, Begging the Question, and Epistemic Warrant.’  Carl G. Hempel Lectures, Princeton University.

---.  2004.  ‘Epistemic Entitlement, Warrant Transmission, and Easy Knowledge.’  Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume 78:  213 – 245.
Moore, G.E.  1953.  Some Main Problems of Philosophy.  Collier Books:  New York.

---.  1968.  Philosophical Studies.  Littlefield, Adams and Company:  Totowa, NJ.

---.  1993a.  Commonplace Book 1919 – 1953.  (Edited by Casimir Lewy.)  Thoemmes Press:  Bristol, UK.

---.  1993b.  G.E. Moore:  Selected Writings.  (Edited by Thomas Baldwin.)  Routledge:  London and New York.

Neta, Ram.  2004.  ‘Perceptual Evidence and the New Dogmatism.’  Philosophical Studies  119:  199 – 214.

---.  Manuscript.  ‘A Refutation of Internalist Fallibilism.’  

Pryor, James.  2000.  ‘The Skeptic and the Dogmatist.’  Nous  34:  517 – 49.
Pryor, James.  2004.  ‘Is Moore’s Argument an Example of Transmission Failure?’  Philosophical Issues  14:  349 – 78.
Rosenberg, Jay.  2002.  Thinking about Knowing.  Oxford University Press:  Oxford.

Sosa, Ernest.  1997.  ‘Reflective Knowledge in the Best Circles.’  Journal of Philosophy 94:  410 – 30.
Stroud, Barry.  1984.  The Significance of Philosophical Scepticism.  Oxford University Press:  Oxford.
Wright, Crispin.  1985.  ‘Facts and Certainty.’  Proceedings of the British Academy  71:  429 – 72.
---.  2002.  ‘(Anti-)Sceptics Simple and Subtle:  G.E. Moore and John McDowell.’  Philosophy and Phenomenological Research  65:   331 – 49.
---.  2004.  ‘Warrant for Nothing (and Foundations for Free).  Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume 78:  167 – 212.
�  Pryor says that Moore’s Proof does not suffer from transmission failure.  Davies says that it suffers from transmission failure, but from a different kind of transmission failure than the kind that Wright takes it to suffer from.


�  Stroud, Barry.  The Significance of Philosophical Scepticism.  Oxford University Press:  Oxford, 1984, 84 – 5.


�  G.E. Moore:  Selected Writings, edited by Thomas Baldwin.  Routledge:  London and New York, 1993, 167.  Moore’s Proof was originally published in 1939.


�  In my paper ‘Perceptual Evidence and the New Dogmatism’, Philosophical Studies  119 (2004):  199 - 214, I call into question the intuitive plausibility of Pryor’s case for dogmatism.


�  In his paper ‘Epistemic Entitlement, Warrant Transmission, and Easy Knowledge.’  Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume 78 (2004):  213 – 245, Davies does not explicitly endorse the dogmatist view of perceptual justification that I am describing in this section, though he strongly suggests endorsement of that position.  Davies does, however, explicitly endorse dogmatism about perceptual justification in his  ‘Armchair Knowledge, Begging the Question, and Epistemic Warrant.’  Carl G. Hempel Lectures, Princeton University, 2003.


�  Although Davies claims that this objection is not devastating to Wright’s non-dogmatist view, it is the only objection that Davies offers against Wright.  And so I treat it as the strongest point that Davies has to make against Wright.  If there are other theoretical arguments that a dogmatist would wish to offer against Wright’s position, I do not know what they might be.


�  William Alston and Michael Bergmann are also committed to claiming that some apparently ‘question-begging’ arguments have precisely this characteristic:  they can transmit justification (both propositional and doxastic) but they cannot rationally overcome doubts.  I do not include Alston and Bergmann as New Mooreans only because they have not explicitly discussed the issue of whether Moore’s Proof has this characteristic.  But see William Alston, ‘Epistemic Circularity.’  Philosophy and Phenomenological Research  47 (1986):  1 – 30, and Michael Bergmann, ‘Epistemic Circularity:  Malignant and Benign.’  Philosophy and Phenomenological Research  69 (2004):  709 – 27.


�  The dilemma faced by dogmatism is a special case of a dilemma faced by an internalist fallibilist epistemological theory, as I argue in my unpublished manuscript ‘A Refutation of Internalist Fallibilism.’


�  The phrase is from Davies 2004, op. cit.


�  Also, in discussing a list of particular truisms given at the beginning of his 1925 ‘A Defence of Common Sense’, Moore writes:  ‘…I do not know them directly; that is to say, I only know because, in the past, I have known to be true other propositions which were evidence for them.’  (G.E. Moore:  Selected Writings, edited by Thomas Baldwin.  Routledge:  London and New York, 1993, 118)


�  See also this passage from Moore’s 1918-9 article ‘Some Judgments of Perception’:  ‘… if there is anything which is this inkstand, then, in perceiving that thing, I am knowing it only as the thing which stands in a certain relation to this sense-datum.’  (Moore, G.E..  Philosophical Studies.  Littlefield, Adams and Company:  Totowa, NJ, 1968, 234)


�  In any case, this is the view that Moore held in the 1920’s and later, throughout the period in which he composed his Proof.  He entertained – but did not clearly endorse – a different view in his 1910-1 lectures entitled Some Main Problems of Philosophy.  See Moore, G.E.  Some Main Problems of Philosophy.  Collier Books:  New York, 1953, 142.


�  And yet, in a different passage in “On the Nature and Reality of Objects of Perception”, Moore explicitly claims to use the expression ‘reason for a belief’ as follows:  ‘If, for instance, the Times stated that the King was dead, we should think that was a good reason for believing that the King was dead; we should think that the Times would not have made such a statement as that unless the King really were dead.  We should not, indeed, think that the statement in the Times rendered it absolutely certain that the King was dead.  But it is extremely unlikely that the Times would make a statement of this kind unless it were true; and, in that sense, the fact of the statement appearing in the Times would render it highly probable – much more likely than not – that the King was dead.  And I wish it to be understood that I am using the words “reason for a belief” in this extremely wide sense.’  (Moore, G.E.  Philosophical Studies.  Littlefield, Adams and Company:  Totowa, NJ, 1968, 41.)


�  I am grateful to Mark Greenberg, Marc Lange, and Bill Lycan for their comments on an earlier draft of this paper, and to Dylan Sabo for his enormous assistance in finding passages from Moore’s corpus.  I am also grateful to an audience at the University of Melbourne (especially Graham Priest, Francois Schroeter, and Laura Schroeter) and at the Australian National University (especially David Chalmers, Martin Davies, and Frank Jackson).
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